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Abstract:
Following the relational turn in psychoanalytic theorizing, the systems metaphor has increasingly become a part of the therapeutic vocabulary. This has led to a view of therapy as an ongoing process in which the mutual interplay between the analyst and the patient cocreates a systemic higher-level dimension that is based on bidirectional and jointly coordinated, simultaneous forms of interaction that influence the mental processes and regulatory patterns of both of the participants thus creating possibilities for creative therapeutic interventions. However, the objectivistic overtones of the systems metaphor can lead to reifying interpretations of the therapeutic encounter and to a failure to acknowledge its intrinsically subtle context-bound nuances and often idiosyncratic possibilities. This pitfall is avoided by introducing into therapeutic discourse the concept of systems intelligence which integrates systems thinking with subjectivistic and intersubjectivistic parameters. By emphasizing the analyst's embeddedness within the systemic wholeness of the therapeutic situation and her sensibilities-based abilities to act intelligently in it, systems intelligence provides a humanly tuned meta-understanding for the systemic aspects of the therapist in action.
Introduction
As the relational turn has swept through psychoanalytic theorizing, the systems metaphor has increasingly become a part of the therapeutic vocabulary. In recent decades psychoanalysis has increasingly moved away from the classical Cartesian isolated minds and from the related "objectivist, technically rational stance" (Hoffman, 2001 , p. xii) towards a more relational (Beebe & Lachmann, 2003; Mitchell, 1988) and intersubjective (Dunn, 1995; Marzi, Hautmann, & Maestro, 2006; Stolorow, Atwood, & Orange, 2002) understanding of the therapeutic situation. The development goes by many names: "the relational turn" (Beebe & Lachmann, 2003; Mitchell, 1988) , "intersubjectivity" (Dunn, 1995; Marzi et al., 2006) , "postmodern perspective" (Goldberg, 2001; Rabin, 1995) and "intersubjectivist-relational turn" (Seligman, 2005, p. 316 ) but irrespective of the name, the movement has grown to be a prominent force within psychoanalysis. The relational perspective has highlighted dimensions of the analytic field previously neglected, such as "ambiguity, complexity, epistemological uncertainty, multiperspectivism, and an interest in coconstruction and evolving process." (Seligman, 2005, p. 316) . Regarding therapeutic practice, these approaches are advocating a more empathic, attuned and humane way of interrelating with patients instead of an attitude of intellectual disattachment.
An important parallel development is one that conceives of the therapeutic situation as a system. Generally speaking, a systems approach looks at the therapeutic situation as a dyadic system within which both intrapsychic and interpsychic processes take place (Beebe, Knoblauch, Rustin, & Sorter, 2003; Stolorow, 1997) . The roots of systems perspective are in the general systems theory of von Bertalanffy (1968) but it is mainly through Louis Sander's (1977 Sander's ( , 1985 Sander's ( , 1995 work in infant research and through the dynamic systems approach to development of Thelen and Smith (1994, p. xiii) that the systems view has found its way into psychoanalysis (see Beebe et al., 2000; Nahum, 2000; Sander, 2002;  Therap y Seligman, 2005; Stolorow, 1997) 1 . Important contributors in this development towards a new way to think about "psychoanalytic metapsychology" (Seligman, 2005, p. 287) have included -among others -the works of Stolorow (1997) , Sander (2002) , Seligman (2005) , Beebe and Lachmann (2005) , the work of the Boston Change Process Study Group [hereafter, the Boston Group] (2002, 2007, 2010) and the contributions of Galatzer-Levy (2004 , 2009a , 2009b . According to Seligman (2005, p. 287 ) "most contemporary analysts now think of analyst and analysand immersed in ongoing, complex patterns of mutual influence; whatever other assumptions they make, they agree that a psychoanalysis is a dyadic and dynamic system." 2 One of the key advantages of the systems perspective is that it offers a language that captures many of the implicit key assumptions of clinical practice. At the same time it has been welcomed for providing a scientific backing for the relational perspective (Galatzer-Levy, 2009b; Seligman, 2005) . Accordingly, this coming together of relational perspective and systems theory has been described as "a marriage made in heaven" (Harris, 2009, p. 5) . But if systems perspective provides the new metalevel understanding of the nature of the psychoanalysis, we need a way to understand what the systems concept means in this context. Given the scientific and objectival paradigm from which the systems concept has emerged, this is a pertinent issue. To wit, there is an unmistakable tension 1 For an overview of the development of the field see Galatzer-Levy (2009a) . 2 Similarly, Stolorow et al. (2002, p. 33) state that "most contemporary psychoanalytic schools emphasize relatedness, dialogue, and even systems theory." between the sensitive ways the analysts are using the systems perspective and the objectival overtones of the systems concept as it is articulated in systems theories (for overviews, see Jackson, 2003; Ramage & Shipp, 2009 ). We will argue that this tension is the source of many of the misplaced criticisms laid upon the therapeutic writers using systems vocabulary. As the chief contribution of this paper we suggest that the concept of systems intelligence provides a way of bridging the gap between the rich relational understanding of the therapeutic practice and the objectival overtones of the systems perspective. Our thesis is that the concept of systems intelligence can significantly further the metatheoretical understanding of the therapy process in its fundamentally elusive, context-bound, relational, emergent and systems dynamic nature.
Systems perspective in psychoanalysis
When applied to the psychoanalysis, dynamic systems theory seeks to account for the "messy, fluid, context-sensitive" (Thelen & Smith, 1994, p. xvi) nature of the therapeutic process through employing concepts from systems theories, such as complexity, non-linearity, self-organization, dynamic stability, softly assembled patterns and bi-directional interaction (Beebe et al., 2000; Coburn, 2002; Stolorow, 1997; Thelen, 2005) . The systems perspective rejects the conceptualization of the analyst and the patient as separate identifiable units with distinct characteristics that exist independently of the therapeutic context. Development and the success of a therapy are viewed as the "outcome of the self-organizing processes of continuously active living systems" (Thelen & Smith, 1994, p. 44) .
Therap y Stable intrapsychic patterns are replaced by a highly contextualized view of individual subjectivity in which "worlds of inner experience and intersubjective fields mutually constitute one another" (Stolorow, 1997, p. 339) and where the therapist's actions are embedded in the ongoing living system formed by the "mutual regulatory process" between the patient and the analyst (Nahum, 2000, p. 39) . Order should be viewed as growing out of states of dynamic stability that are "emergent and not designed" (Thelen & Smith, 1994, p. xix) .
Undoubtedly, one reason for the continued enthusiasm for the systems perspective in psychoanalytic meta-understanding is the possibility of connecting to a scientifically rigorous vocabulary that promises to provide an enriched framework for the complexities of the actual therapeutic situation. The effort towards making psychoanalysis an exact science has been a dominant force for a long time (Rabin, 1995, p. 468; Mitchell, 1988) , but more recently it has been challenged by theorists and practitioners of psychoanalysis on the ground that scientific rigor easily downplays the abundant richness of the actual therapeutic encounter (Orange, Atwood, & Stolorow, 1997, p. 19) . In this context, systems theories offer a link to the natural sciences in ways that "do not drag analysis away from its most imaginative virtues" (Seligman, 2005, p. 287) .
One way in which the systems approach has been beneficial is in serving a practicing therapist as a "source of guiding metaphors" (Stolorow, 1997, p. 337 ). An analyst can approach nonlinear system dynamics in an "intuitive, experience-near way so as to offer a language and an imagery that captures many of the basic assumptions that underlie our everyday clinical thinking, interacting and experiencing" (Seligman, 2005, p. 286) .
Introducing systems metaphors into the therapeutic context can also shed light on key aspects of the conduct of therapy that have previously received less attention -such as the emergent and nonlinear aspects of the process (Boston Change Process Study Group, 2005, p. 696) .
Recognizing the therapy process as an on-going emergent structure with directionality and context-specific internal patterns can heighten the therapist's 'feeling of what happens' (Seligman, 2005; Damasio, 1999) and thus help the therapist to stay heedful of the subtle possibilities of the process for the benefit of the cure. The idea of "directionality" or "purposefulness" as a key feature of the systems concept is particularly significant in the therapy context in as much as the feedback mechanisms and reinforcing loops of the system can be aligned with the therapist's intentions. The alignment to the co-constructed system will involve the reading and sensing of intentions and expectations of the mutually observed other in the "present moment" (Stern, 2004) .
Thus more than anything, the systems perspective offers a way to see the therapeutic situation as an emergent field of ongoing, co-created and reciprocal interplay of two self-organizing (sub)systems -that is, subjects -in a process that has high-level unity, shape and direction in spite of being messy, fluid, nonlinear, multidimensional, and context-dependent (Stolorow, 1997, p. 341; Stolorow & Atwood, 1992, p. 1) . This leads to a new understanding of therapeutic change as stemming from perturbations that are powerful enough to disrupt and redirect the patient's current way Therap y of interpreting the world and shift it into new patterns or attractor states (Beebe et al., 2000, p. 105; Stolorow, 1997, p. 342) .
Hidden pitfalls of the systems perspective
The systems approaches in the therapeutic context in effect propose that there is a holistic structure at play in the therapeutic process over and above the therapist, the patient and the context. A co-constructed and interpersonally regulated dyad between the therapist and the patient (Beebe & Lachmann, 2005, p. 25) thus becomes an essential unit and a partner to the therapist in the analysis. The therapist's ability to maneuver with this evolving higher-level dynamic entity, conceptualized as a "system", is part of her therapeutic expertise.
But in spite of its proved usefulness in a number of scientific fields, such as biology, ecology, sustainability studies, learning research, business dynamics (see Hammond, 2003) , as well as infant research and developmental studies (Thelen & Smith, 1994) , the systems metaphor has been found tricky to implement to the particulars of actual pragmatic contexts. Even in the field of organizational research where the systems concept has been quite extensively discussed for decades (see Jackson, 2000 for an overview), the pragmatic applications of systems thinking have faced significant obstacles. Russell Ackoff (2006) , a towering figure in organizational systems thinking, recently felt forced to ask, "why have few organizations adopted systems thinking?" The unfortunate fact is that the scientific study of systems is slow to translate into pragmatic applications.
The key reason is that as a scientific enterprise systems thinking is primarily a cognitively driven enterprise focused on objective knowledge about systems. This is fine as far as it goes but the fact is that scientific systems thinking primarily yields descriptions of systems as objective entities rather than provide subjectively convincing and pragmatically attractive ways to extend a subject's intrinsic systemic tool set, sensibilities and acumen. Theoretical models are thus the prime focus of systems thinking. As noted by Piers (2005, p. 230) "much of what has been learned in complexity theory has come through the development and use of models, typically mathematical models." The road to a better world is one of increased knowledge and cognitive improvement by people becoming better systems thinkers, i.e., more consciously aware of the relevant systems structures and their dynamic functioning.
Consider the dynamic systems approach of Thelen & Smith (1994) , a standard reference for psychoanalytic theorizers dealing with systems (see for example Coburn, 2002; Stolorow, 1997) . Even though Thelen and Smith accurately emphasize that all mental activity is "emergent, situated, historical, and embodied" (Thelen & Smith, 1994, p. xxiii) they are still viewing mental activity from the impartial, objectifying and scientific perspective. For them the dynamic systems principles offer a "broad, theoretically cogent approach to these problems" (Thelen & Smith, 1994, p. xxii) . Complexity is positioned as a problem that has to be overcome through the development of rigorous scientific principles that model those complexities in a scientifically accurate way. Instead of operating from within the complexity and embracing it as such, their Therap y "commitment to a biologically consistent theory" (Thelen & Smith, 1994, p. xix) means that the effort is to develop a set of exact scientific principles through which the developmental situation can be brought back to the clear daylight of objectifying principles. Though Thelen and Smith acknowledge the "messy" nature of the human behavioral development (Thelen & Smith, 1994, p. xvi) , the crux of their ingenious work is to clear away this messiness using the scientific vocabulary of the dynamic systems theory. In other words, their elaborate theory is an objectifying model to describe the unfolding developmental process. Therefore it is legitimate to ask whether the objective systems language of Thelen & Smith loses key aspects of the therapeutic situation -those nuanced and lively aspects of it that involve the analyst and the patient as embedded inside the unfolding and emerging dynamic system of the therapeutic encounter in the process of becoming. This is the Achilles' heel of the system metaphor in the therapy context -the "objectivist observing stance" inherent in traditional systems thinking (Stacey, 2003, p. 250 ) and the cognitivistic and objectivistic overtones of its basic concept. This idealized objectivism hides the fact that the "epistemology of living things" (von Foerster, 1981, p. 257 ) is always about standing already within the system one is observing through one's limited observing capacities (see also Luoma, Hämäläinen, & Saarinen, 2010) .
Some critiques of relational psychoanalysis have indeed picked on this, accusing the systems therapists of a bias towards the cognitive and conscious. While acknowledging that not all relational analysts fall prey to this sin, Mills (2005, p. 160) states that "for many relational analysts, the unconscious has become an antiquated category". In particular, Mills argues that the intersubjective systems theory developed by Stolorow, Atwood and Orange cannot account for the unconscious. Mills states that they replace "psychoanalysis as a science of the unconscious with an intersubjective ontology that gives priority to conscious experience" (Mills, 2005, p. 160 ). Frank's (1998) examination of Stolorow's (1997) article on 'dynamic, dyadic, intersubjective systems' also accuses Stolorow of the same bias for the cognitive and the conscious. Frank seems to treat relational psychoanalysis as yet another school of psychoanalysis with a fixed set of conscious techniques. Goretti (2001, p. We believe these criticisms are misplaced. However, the critics do have a point if the systems concept is interpreted as an objectival, cognitively accessible category. The systems vocabulary is derived from scientific contexts where the key notions have the tone of precise definitions of mathematical modeling. Indeed, some authors even include discussions about solving nonlinear difference equations as part of their psychoanalytic papers (Piers, 2005, pp. 232-234) 3 .
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It must be noted that the way Piers (2005) applies these concept to the analysis of the fundamental nature of the self is metaphoric and sensitive to the richness of the therapeutic situation. Therap y Furthermore, there is more to the systems concept in its therapeutic applications than its objectival overtones. Unable to acknowledge this, Mills, Frank and Goretti seem to bypass the emphasis many relational analysts place on non-conscious, non-conceptual, implicit, procedural and intuitive processes. The objectival interpretation is particularly ill-placed in the case of Stolorow and Atwood. Stolorow (1998) goes as far as to say that, the whole point of the Intersubjective Systems Theory is to overcome the traditional conscious and technique-based approach to psychoanalysis. For Stolorow (1997, p. 341) "the very boundary between conscious and unconscious is revealed to be a fluid and ever-shifting one [--] assembling within a dynamic, dyadic, intersubjective system".
Stolorow, Atwood and Orange abandon the Freudian unconscious as a container of repressed thoughts and feelings, and replace it by prereflective unconsciousness or an experiential horizon, which consists of "an experiential system of expectations, interpretive patterns, and meanings" that are formed through our constant interaction within the intersubjective systems we are part of (Stolorow et al., 2002, p. 45) . The same emphasis is also evident in other prominent writers who embrace the system concept in their meta-analysis of the therapeutic situation, for example in the strong emphasis Beebe et al. (2003, p. 744) giving rise to "the foundational level of psychodynamic meaning" (Boston Change Process Study Group, 2007; Lyons-Ruth, 1998; Stern et al., 1998) .
It is thus clear that Stolorow, Atwood, and Orange, as well as Beebe and Lachmann and the Boston Group, do not assume a cognitively transparent and objectival epistemological relationship between the therapist and a system. However, the possibility of a misinterpretation lurks in the objectivistic overtones of the systems concept itself. Systems thinking by the therapist can easily be interpreted to imply that there is a well-defined something which the therapist can objectify and relate to -the system. As in other forms of systems thinking, the danger is to step outside and adopt a view from without. Indeed, the very usefulness of the systems concept seems to hinge on this possibility. The point of adopting the systems concept is the availability of scientific theories about such systems. As Hämäläinen and Saarinen have emphasized, the systems concept does have a strong ring of something objective, cognitively accessible and from-without-definable. It easily suggests "objectival and even positivistic epistemologies when approaching the humans/systems relationship" (Hämäläinen & Saarinen, 2008, p. 825) . The good news concerning such an objectival and reified interpretation of systems is that one has readily available a huge repertoire of scientific modeling techniques and methodologies. Scientific systems thinking supplies us with an impressive intellectual tool set to understand systems phenomena from without -starting with "dynamic systems models" which Thelen and Smith have brought to the developmental discourse with force and insight. A promise of intellectual clarity and control is readily forthcoming Therap y along with the rationalistic tool set provided by systems theories. As such a rationalistic concept, the systems construct might lure the therapist into seeking for control of the system and adopting objectivistic tools to manage the therapy system. There is a very real possibility that the therapist may, in some sense, be seduced by the cognitively transparent and rationally attractive methodologies thus dismissing the less-objectival and less-rational, sensibilities-related, non-verbal and implicit aspects of the situation.
These considerations suggest that there is something like an immanent paradox in the systems discourse when applied to the therapy context. On the one hand the systems metaphor seems useful as a notion that leaves behind an isolationist perspective in favor of a more holistic, relational, integrated and emergence-allowing point of view. On the other hand, however, the focus on systems leads to a bird's eye angle that ipso facto abstracts away from the therapist's viewpoint which is necessarily subjective. The therapist is necessarily bound to her own angle and point of view in the course of her therapy. The therapist is not an objective operator but a subjective participant (see especially Buirski, 2007) . Any theory of systems objectifies and reifies the concept of a system; it will talk about systems in general, and thus operates with idealizations that bypass the contextually idiosyncratic and epistemically opaque aspects of the therapy situation. However ingenious as a description of the therapy process, an externalist and generic systems description is not of much use to a therapist who is embedded in a living present and in the midst of an unfolding therapy session. It is in bridging this gap that we believe the systems inspired therapist could turn to the systems intelligence perspective as an additional viewpoint.
The novel perspective of Systems Intelligence
Systems intelligence was originally introduced by Raimo P. Hämäläinen and Esa Saarinen as a notion that integrates several distinct discourses and perspectives: the discourses of systems, intelligence and sensibility (Saarinen & Hämäläinen, 2004 ; see also Hämäläinen & Saarinen, 2006 , 2007a Luoma et al., 2010 Luoma et al., , 2008 . Working in the context of systems thinking, they approached systems intelligence as "intelligent behaviour in the context of complex systems involving interaction and feedback. A subject acting with Systems Intelligence engages successfully and productively with the holistic feedback mechanisms of her environment. She perceives herself as a part of a whole, the influence of the whole upon herself as well as her own influence upon the whole. By observing her own interdependence in the feedback intensive environment, she is able to act intelligently." (Saarinen & Hämäläinen, 2004, p. 3) Or more succinctly: "Systems intelligence involves the ability to use the human sensibilities of systems and reasoning about systems in order to adaptively carry out productive actions within and with respect to systems" (Saarinen & Hämäläinen, 2010, p. 16 ).
The points of departure of the systems intelligence perspective included the theory of multiple intelligences (Gardner, 1983) , emotional intelligence (Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso, 2004) and at the same time Therap y systems thinking, especially the works of Peter Senge (1990; Senge, Kleiner, Roberts, Ross, & Smith, 1994; Senge et al., 1999 ) and C. West Churchman (1968 , 1979 . Systems Intelligence refers to the ability, capacity or skill to identify, assess, and manage the systems of one's environment and within one's self. As intelligence, it amounts to a mental ability that permits the recognition, learning, memory for, and capacity to reason (cf. Mayer, Roberts, & Barsade, 2008) ; as systems intelligence, it relates specifically to systems. The idea is that humans have a fundamental connectivity to their environment in terms of systemsholistic and integrated entities that are evolving, undergo change, initiate and drive change and involve the subject. The chief innovation here is to suggest that a system is a useful metaphor for the "something bigger than self" in the midst of which one's life is evolving, and at the same time to insist that humans have "intelligence" with respect to such entities.
While acknowledging the central role of systems, the Systems Intelligence approach does not endorse the primacy of cognitive understanding or modeling in adapting and dealing successfully with systems. In particular, the relationship of an agent with her environment might well involve what the Boston Group (2005) calls "sloppiness". Moment-to-moment adaptive productivity with the dynamic systems of one's environment and with oneself as a system, might well be based on a multifaceted and multimodal relationship with them and take advantage of a number of channels of relatedness some of which might be non-verbal and implicit.
In particular, the interface need not reduce to any explicit forms of objectival knowledge. From the point of view of Systems Intelligence, conscious symbolic reflectivity and cognitive rationality provide only some, albeit important, ways of engaging intelligently and successfully with the dynamic systems of one's environment. Without dismissing the merits of the "scientific systems representation methodologies" (Hämäläinen & Saarinen, 2008, p. 822) 5 , nor the relative value of advancement through making the implicit explicit, the Systems Intelligence perspective sees no reason to restrict the systemic outlook to structures we can objectively represent. "Humans tune to their environment and to other subjects in a number of forms of awareness, mindfulness and connectivity only some of which can be reduced to the traditional cognitive categories of objective knowledge" (Hämäläinen & Saarinen, 2008, p. 822) .
Two ideas are critical for the construct. First, that humans have inherent capabilities to operate intelligently with and within larger-than-themselves wholes and secondly, that it is useful to refer to these wholes as "systems". The idea is to assume that humans have skills and capacities that allow them to identify, assess and live with and within systems. This is intelligence in the customary sense of allowing for adaptability, learning and problem solving (cf. Neisser et al., 1996) . It is here assumed that in order to survive the human race must have had some such adaptive and practical endowment to apply in situations arising in complex dynamic 5 Elaborated in great detail by the vast bulk of research on systems thinking (see Ackoff, 1999; Checkland, 1981; Hammond, 2003) .
Therap y environments and in the living present (Hämäläinen & Saarinen, 2006, p. 191 ).
Systems intelligence can be divided into nine broad sets of skills or abilities: (1) Systems Intelligence thus highlights the subject's ability to act constructively and productively within emergent wholes as they unfold even when lacking objectival knowledge, codes or techniques (Hämäläinen & Saarinen, 2007a, p. 5) . In addition to what can be cognitively grasped through knowledge and objective forms of representation, the Systems Intelligence perspective seeks to account for "an individual's non-rational, non-propositional and non-cognitive capabilities, such as instinctual awareness, touch, 'feel', and sensibilities at large, as capabilities that relate the subject intelligently to a system" (Hämäläinen & Saarinen, 2006, p. 193) . Armed with Systems Intelligence we are able to engage successfully and productively with the holistic feedback mechanisms of the relevant environment (Hämäläinen & Saarinen, 2006, p. 191 ). This engagement is not dependent on us taking an external viewpoint of the systems or becoming cognitively aware of their function; "human systems skills, systems sensitivities and pragmatic systems capabilities go far beyond what Systems Thinking seems to have acknowledged" (Hämäläinen & Saarinen, 2008, p. 821) . Instead a person "experiences herself as part of an interdependent environment, aware of the influence of the whole upon herself as well as her own influence upon the whole" (Hämäläinen & Saarinen, 2006, p. 191 ). This awareness is likely to be only partially conscious and might involve strong preconscious elements.
Recent infant research provides strong evidence for a fundamental human ability to read social systems preverbally and unconsciously (Beebe & Lachmann, 2005; Bruner, 1983; Stern, 1985) . There is in infants a "readiness to find or invent systematic ways of dealing with social requirements and linguistic forms" (Bruner, 1983, p. 28) , a willingness to engage in playful and rhythmic proto-dialogue with a loving parent (Trevarthen, 2008, pp. 16-17) and an "innate capacity for experiencing the complexity of the organism as a whole" (Sander, 1991; Nahum, 2000, Therap y p. 34). In fact, infant agency as a whole can be thought of as a "systems competence" (Beebe & Lachmann, 2005, p. 31; Sander, 1985 Sander, , 1995 and demonstrate what could be called pre-reflective systems intelligence in the infant. Moreover, the unfolding story of the social brain (Brothers, 1997) , intention reading and mirror neurons (see also Gallese, 2009; Gallese, Eagle, & Migone, 2007 ; for a review, see Iacoboni, 2009 ) and the cognitive and neuroscientific investigation into the social aspects of the human mind (Lieberman, 2007; Hari & Kujala, 2009) provide support for this precognitive capacity to act intelligently in dynamically complex social and intersubjective systems. As an umbrella term, Systems
Intelligence thus encompasses the holistic tradition of systems thinking together with the empirically grounded foundations of early human intersubjectivity and social neuroscience.
Another development that we believe supports the systems intelligence perspective, is the increased focus on the non-conscious processing of information evident in the general psychology (Epstein, 1994 (Epstein, , 2002 Kahneman, 2003; Lieberman, 2000; Evans, 2008; Stanovich & West, 2000) . In the "dual-processing accounts" of human reasoning, "system 1" refers to the evolutionarily old processes that are implicit, holistic, rapid, parallel, automatic, heuristic and stimulus bound (Evans, 2008) . In contrast to this, "system 2" processes are controlled, rational, systemic, explicit, analytic, slow, and rule based. Previous work on systems thinking has, in effect, focused on system 2 aspects of the human systems endowment. In contrast, the "intelligence" of systems intelligence makes use of both of these processing systems, as it is clearly preferable to use the whole of one's repertoire as opposed to only part of it. Thus the originality of the concept lies in its insistence of incorporating system 1 competencies along with system 2 competencies as part of Systems Intelligence.
Parallel evidence is provided by the study of expertise (Ericsson & Lehmann, 1996 ; see also Feldon, 2007) . Through extended amount of practice experts are able to provide "consistently superior performance on a specific set of representative tasks for a domain" (Ericsson & Lehmann, 1996, p. 277) . It has become evident that the expert's superior performance is not dependent on her cognitive abilities alone but that a large part of the superior performance of experts is linked "to complex representations that are specific to the domain of expertise, and, consequently, were developed as a result of extended exposure and practice" (Ericsson et al., 2009, p. 8) . In other words, expertise resides in implicit context-bond heuristics she has acquired through adaptation to the constraints of the environment one operates in (Ericsson & Lehmann, 1996) . This is strikingly demonstrated in a variant of chess called lightning chess where the whole game has to be played in two minutes. In such games most of the moves have to be made in the course of a few seconds or even less -many times as fast as one is able to move one's arms. In spite of the cognitively highly challenging aspects of a chess play, it is evident that in these situations there is no time for any conscious analysis and comparison of alternatives but instead the player must depend entirely on some kind of context-sensitive overall intuition, simply Therap y responding to the patterns he or she perceives on the board. Surprisingly enough, the Grandmasters are still able to play at almost as high level as their usual play (Dreyfus, 2006, p. 47) . Rather than calculating the best move a Grandmaster "experiences a compelling sense of the issue and the best move" (Dreyfus, 2006, p. 47) . As a result of what Erickson has called "deliberate practice and the acquisition of complex mechanisms", "chess masters can typically recognize a superior move virtually immediately" (Ericsson, 2006, p. 697) . As experts of their specific context they are thus able to respond to the wholeness of the situation. Clearly, some holistic ability is at work, one in which systems skills and abilities
(1)- (7) be subjected to the influence of a whole in the context of the therapy as a particular kind of complex system. In our vocabulary, the therapist engages in a "systems agency with herself" in which her "self reflection and perspective taking" plays an important role and thus she ultimately develops her skills for "systems perception". Importantly, the therapist´s experienced expertise enables her to act constructively even in the absence of an explicit justification for the actions and irrespective of what those actions might mean in some other context or as objective phenomena. For example, the pace of speech might be relatively insignificant factor in many communicative contexts but in therapy it can have considerable impact on how the therapeutic situation unfolds (Beebe & Lachmann, 2005, p. 219 ). An experienced analyst is indeed likely to use this dimension in her therapy without any conscious choice.
Recent empirical evidence supports the notion that it is the contextual expertise and ability to read subtle cues from the patient rather than restricting oneself to cognitive insights that are behind effective therapy.
Using the Analytic Process Scales, Waldron et al. (2004) demonstrated that the impact of analytic activities was strongly dependent on the quality of the interventions and the ability of "saying the right thing at the right time." Waldron et al. (2004 Waldron et al. ( , p. 1106 state that "we do not dispute the major importance of interpretation, but [--] we did conclude that the other core analytic activities seem equally important, and that none is very effective unless of high quality." Quality here refers to the aptness of the type of intervention, the usefulness of its content and the skill of Therap y presentation, including tact, timing and language appeal. In their recent summary of their work, the Boston Group (2010) go as far as to state that the "qualitative nature of the whole therapeutic relationship appears to be the most important, specific element in the cure, more than any particular technical activity." The nature of the relationship must be understood in therapy contexts from "the vantage point of the moment-to-moment interaction" (Waldron et al., 2004 (Waldron et al., , p. 1111 where "at every moment, there is the potential to organize expectations of mutuality, intimacy, trust, repair of disruptions, and hope" (Beebe & Lachmann, 2005, p. 207) .
We stress that these contextual intricacies implicitly allude to something bigger -the therapeutic process, the unfolding therapy as a whole -that constitutes the higher-level entity in relation to which the acts and choices of the therapist gain their significance. We have chosen to call this higher-level entity system. The systems perspective demonstrates its significance in that a fundamental cornerstone of any systems approach is the emphasis of the whole over and above the parts which are considered to have relevance only in the context of a whole. Becoming sensitive to and skillful with the largely non-verbal subtleties, patterns, demands and possibilities of such systems is part and parcel of the therapist's experienced expertise.
It is important here to recall the enormous complexities and contextual idiosyncrasies that the therapist encounters in her daily work. As noted by Hoffman (2001, p. xii) "technical rationality" pays insufficient attention to the "analyst's personal, subjective involvement, for partially blinding emotional entanglement, for the uniqueness of each interaction, for uncertainty and ambiguity, for cultural bias, for change" and "for the analyst's creativity." Following Orange et al. (1997, pp. 68-69) personal experience of the analyst should be seen "as fluid, multidimensional, and exquisitely context-sensitive, with multiple dimensions of experience oscillating between figure and ground, within an ongoing intersubjective system of reciprocal mutual influence." There are thus multiple parallel and mutually interacting processes ongoing within and in-between the patient and the analyst on various different levels -some are explicit and verbal, some implicit and latent, some are affective while others involve attunement to the other and the emerging situation. The processes involve, among others, subtle shifts in physical behavior, gazes, unfulfilled needs, fantasies, self-and interactive regulation, feelings of being influenced, resistance, co-construction, transference and countertransference (Beebe & Lachmann, 2005) . The analyst must have a sense of her own influence on the patient as well as the patient's influence on her, on the influence of the patient's subjective biases on the therapeutic interaction as well as the influence of her own subjective biases. To succeed, the analyst must adopt a way of being with the patient that is responsive and open to all these experiential and intersubjective dimensions. In the midst of this tremendous complexity, the therapist has an additional ally: the therapy process itself envisioned as a system. Like any interesting living system, the therapy system "self-organizes" and An example from Beatrice Beebe is illustrative here. In the course of a late-afternoon session with a patient she calls Burton, "the daylight was beginning to fade. Neither Burton nor I made a move to switch on the light in the room. We entered a slow, near-reverie state, barely talking. We each sensed the other's calming down, and we were both quite content with our silence." (Beebe & Lachmann, 2005, p. 17.) Beebe notes how this event "marked a shift in our ability to be together in a calmer way" that was "all the more striking in the context of his [Burton's] usually frenetic, urgent, impulsive, wildly emotional state of mind" (Beebe & Lachmann, 2005, pp. 17-18) . Utilizing the setting sun to enhance the therapeutic relationship is something one does not learn from books. Instead, moment of this nature can be seized upon by a positive, systems intelligent, sensitivity-tuned and other-focused therapist open to the emergence of something significant in the context of the co-constructed system as it unfolds. Recall, that in systems, many co-dependent parts can become connected in unexpected ways, resulting in non linear effects as tipping points are reached. A master therapist adapts intelligently to such complex systems in order to benefit the analysand.
Given the stunning intricateness 6 of the therapy process, it is clear that no tool set will be sufficient and that technicalities will always have to be 6 In the systems language we could speak of the plurality of different dynamic systems operating in the analytic situation.
augmented through human sensibilities and with nuanced brilliance in often unique interventions as brought to bear on the overall setup. The human "habit of fragmentary thought" which "divides everything up" (Bohm, 1996, p. 9) that is embraced by the scientific method has to give way for a more holistic, feel-based engagement with the therapeutic system. Indeed, following the relational turn, the whole idea of analytic "techniques" is open to be viewed with some suspicion; any use of technique should be understood as highly dependent on the personality, training and clinical experience of the individual analyst and the dyadic context in which it is applied (see Seligman, 2007) . The human capacity for conscious processing is critical, just as in chess where "serious chess players spend as much as four hours a day engaged in this type of solitary study [careful and extended analysis]" (Ericsson, 2006, p. 697) .
Demonstrably, when it comes to some key aspects of the mastery of therapy, just as in most other forms of expertise, endless hours of practice are pivotal.
The insight of Systems Intelligence is that we already possess much more intelligence than we ordinarily acknowledge. As human beings we are tuned to act intelligently with larger-than-ourselves wholes in spite of our cognitive limitations on knowing those wholes objectively and in spite of our often-severe limitations in describing them. This intelligence of action amounts to adaptability, learning and productivity within complex dynamic environments, with respect to social situations and holistic contexts in which our life unfolds; it amounts to the ability to use the human sensibilities and reasoning in order to "adaptively carry out Therap y productive actions within and with respect to systems" (Saarinen & Hämäläinen, 2010, p. 16) . Much of that intelligence goes beyond the explicit or the conscious. This means that an overemphasis of the rational and explicit intelligence, as opposed to systems intelligence, can lead to pitfalls. A powerful demonstration of this phenomenon in the therapy context is provided by Heller and Haynal (1997;  as reported by Beebe et al., 2003, p. 749) . They videotaped the faces of the doctor and the patient in fifty-nine psychiatric encounters where patients who had recently attempted suicide were interviewed by the same psychiatrist. A year later ten of these patients had made another suicide attempt. The psychiatrist's own written reports could not predict reattempters but "finegrained microanalyses of the videotapes of the psychiatrist's face identified 81% of the reattempters. When dealing with her patients who would later make another suicide attempt, the psychiatrist frowned more, showed more head and eye orientation, and showed more overall facial activation and increased speech" (Beebe et al., 2003, p. 749) . The psychiatrist was able to detect the potential reattempters on an implicit level and even able to behave differently with them without any awareness of this difference on a conscious level. In other words, on the level of sensing the patient's situation, the doctor got it more right than on the level of her rational account of it.
As Beebe et al. stress any model of therapeutic action must include the two levels of connecting with the other: "Essentially, psychoanalysis needs a theory of interaction that integrates both verbal and nonverbal, explicit and implicit communication." (Beebe et al., 2000, p. 116; see also Pally, 1998) . The systems intelligence perspective provides the foundations for such a theory. It can help us understand how our inner systems are moulded by constant exposure to the therapeutic context and how such moulding gradually leads to an expertise within therapeutic situations, both on cognitive and on pre-cognitive level. Our proposition is thus that as systems perspective is adopted as part of the therapeutic understanding, careful measures should be taken in order not to associate the perspective with mainstream systems thinking with its implicit bias for the objective, cognitive and rational.
Therapy with systems intelligence
Within the systems framework the Systems Intelligence perspective is radical because it does not prioritize any objectival, rational or explicit discourse or ways of modeling. Instead of models, it emphasizes the bringing forth of beneficial outcomes. In Systems Intelligence "a system that works comes first; understanding and explaining why it works comes second" (Hämäläinen & Saarinen, 2006, p. 193) . In that sense, the systems intelligence perspective acknowledges the tacit and inarticulate, attunement-related aspects of an analyst's practical acumen along with the more customary articulate and objectively identified tools. A systems intelligent analyst is thus aiming towards "optimal therapeutic interaction" and responsiveness (Bacal & Herzog, 2003, p. 636 ) in which one is monitoring patient's cues on both conscious and preconscious levels to be able to choose one's responses based on their "ultimate therapeutic Therap y potential" (Bacal & Herzog, 2003, p. 642) . That potential will involve finegrained elements that might seem to be mundane and barely noticeable per se but may gain momentum through the amplifying force of the (therapeutic) system. An experienced analyst is armed with a keen sensibility of what kind of behavior might be appropriate in a given situation. Her expertise will involve procedural knowledge (Fosshage, 2005) , interpersonal sensitivity (Hall & Bernieri, 2001 ) and intersubjective systems sensibility (Buirski 2007: xv) . These abilities build up her intelligence towards the therapeutic situation as a holistic entity in the process of becoming and with features beyond her knowing -her systems intelligence.
Systems intelligence thus provides an umbrella term to help to explain the analyst's ability to act intelligently in a mutually created intersubjective therapeutic system as it unfolds. We feel confident in claiming that the Systems Intelligence perspective provides a crucial missing link between the de facto practices of a successful analyst and the systems perspectives that have been provided by systems inspired theoreticians of psychotherapy.
Let us call an analyst systems intelligent to the extent she engages successfully and productively within the dynamic therapeutic system as it emerges even in the absence of knowledge and objectival representations of that system. She is aware of the influence of the whole upon herself and her own influence upon the whole and is sensitive to the emergent potentials that can unfold within and through that whole. Notice that this will involve attunement not only to the patient but also with respect to the system as a whole -the therapy as a process. The system as a "third party" (Jones & Corner, 2007, p. 240) will serve the therapist as an ally.
Sensing the direction of the system as an all encompassing dynamic complex, the therapist makes use of its hidden possibilities. Steven Stern (2009, p. 152) provides an apt example of how to tune to the therapeutic system as a whole sensing intuitively one's way towards the emerging possibilities. Growing irritated by a patient who regularly missed sessions he decided to state out loud this dislike to the patient. The patient was stunned by his outspokenness but later this turned out to be "extremely important" and a turning point in their therapeutic relationship (Stern, 2009, p. 156 ). Stern reflects: "I think of our subjectivities as having become intertwined in a particular way, and that when I said what I did it registered with Linda as both emerging from and addressing something she had played a part in" (Stern, 2009, p. 156) . Thus his actions were addressing a systems level of the therapeutic encounter that he felt that they were both in contact with. Notice how Stern's action involved the dimensions of "systemic perception", "attunement", as well as "systems agency with people", and how his reflection about it involved a keen ability for "self-reflection". In the therapy process -conceived as a vaguely defined yet from-within identifiable dynamical complex wholethe therapist is aware that sometimes she may be in a position to apply specific models, representations or techniques in order to act intelligently and sometimes not. She is attuned to the subtle and specific aspects of the multidimensional system she is involved with. Her focus is on getting Therap y it right with whatever the system is, as opposed to being able to describe how to get it right. The therapist's sensibilities and attunement with the system and with the patient will thus provide a channel for the therapy to succeed. Transactional thinking and transactional competence is systems intelligence in the therapy context (cf. Seligman, 2005, p. 288) .
The unit that ultimately delivers the cure is the entire co-created system with all its vagaries and subtle complexities and internal logic. Individual moves, gestures, ebbs and flows, alignings and realignings, speech acts and interpretations on the part of the analyst, however appropriate and ingenious, will gain their significance only via the overall structure the therapist co-creates moment-by-moment with her patient. The "fitness" and "directionality" that the Boston Group emphasize as fundamental to the success of the process, are dependent on the whole and reflect the system which in turn arises as a result of the "continuous, reciprocally influenced process, constructed moment to moment by both partners", as Beebe & Lachmann (2005, p. 207) put it. It is critical to the systems intelligence perspective that the therapist draws from elements that reflect the whole even though the whole is in the process of becoming and cannot be related to explicitly or in objectival terms. We believe this is in line with the actual therapeutic practice. The "systems" that leading systems inspired therapists like Sander, Stolorow & Atwood, Beebe & Lachmann, the Boston Group, Seligman and Galatzer-Levy have been talking about are systems of systems intelligence, as opposed to systems in the sense of scientific systems thinking or systems dynamics. As we interpret them, leading systems therapists highlight the systems intelligence of the therapist instead of her systems thinking and modeling skills. So when Seligman writes that "transactional thinking is a key aspect of systems thinking" (Seligman, 2005, p. 288) what he really means is the therapist's systems intelligence.
Inside the psychoanalytic tradition, Wilma Bucci (1997, p. 158) captures well the dimension of the implicit that is critical for systems intelligence, when she states that "the analyst perceives and responds to his patient on multiple, continuous dimensions, including some that are not explicitly identified. The analyst is able to make fine distinctions between a patient's states [--] without being able to express those feelings in words." In other words, the analyst has an ability of sensing and experiencing the subtleties of the system as well as its systemic possibilities which might involve emergence and points of non linear progress. Based on her affective sensibilities and nonverbal instincts and guided by her cognitive understanding, her actions are often facilitated intelligently by the system whilst also facilitating the system intelligently.
The unfolding therapeutic process can thus move into the right direction without the analyst knowing the rationale for her actions -much of the time something just feels right and things just seem to fall into place. As O'Hanlan and Wilk (1987, p. ix) Therap y process and cultivates her "intersubjective systems sensibility" (Buirski, 2007, p. xv) . This explains Symington's (1983, p. 286) discovery that "when I acted from personal freedom rather than follow some specific technical regulation that is supposed to be followed in an analysis then therapeutic shifts occurred." Instead of analyzing her continuing unconscious and affect-laden influences on and attunement with the therapeutic system, the analyst primarily utilizes them. This is her Systems Intelligence at work.
We place emphasis on the observation that Systems Intelligence becomes increasingly instinctive as a therapist grows through experience. She keeps track of the whole, she looks at the long term effects. The "therapist continually wonders how he is being experienced by the patient, monitoring the patient's reactions to his responses so as to ascertain the mutative or traumatic potential of their interactions" (Bacal & Herzog, 2003, p. 644) . She combines systemic reflection with systemic perception, perspective taking and systemic action with the patient while staying systemic with herself. A particularly good example of systemic action in therapy might be the utilization of humor (on the general functions of humor, see Gervais & Wilson, 2005) . To be able to use humor successfully in a therapy one has to be particularly sensitive with respect to the whole of the therapy. Humor often operates on the thin line between what is appropriate and what is not. But the potential benefits are considerable. As Stern testifies: "I find that with certain patients humor and playfulness can work powerfully to counteract long-standing, debilitating organizing principles. Usually humor of this kind arises spontaneously and unbidden-especially the first time it comes into play.
A joke comes to mind that reframes a deadly serious area of psychic quicksand so that suddenly there is an intersubjective rope to grab a hold of and the deadly serious issue can be mentalized in a new way. A new kind of fittedness has been achieved." (Stern, 2009, pp. 148-149.) Humor thus operates on the platform of systemicity and carries the promise of emergence. It is through the therapy system as a whole and with respect to the demands of the moment that the validity of the humorous act will be decided.
The point we are making here is reinforced by Seligman when he notes how "analysts make decisions all the time on the basis of their implicit recognition that the effect of a single factor or intervention depends on the overall situation" (Seligman, 2005, p. 289) . Our systems intelligence perspective aims to conceptualize some of the features of this mastery.
Our initiative pushes further the key thesis of Seligman (2005, p. 297) when he states that "system theories explicate what good therapists already do." At the same time, our proposal welcomes the cultivated, multidisciplinary, pluralistic and broadly tuned study of the human endowment in its full multisensory capabilities for the purposes of therapy. Indeed, our point is that the rationalistic modeling of the therapy situation inadvertently trivialize some aspects of the human sensibility and good therapeutic practices on the grounds that they do not fit in with a given theoretic framework. At worst it amounts to understanding the classical theories of psychoanalysis as propagating the idea that "the Therap y analyst abstain from any personally expressive behavior", as Hoffman (2001, p. 2) describes it. As has been pointed out in the literature, the intellectualist conception of rationality found in many psychoanalytic writings may amount to a "discontinuity of knowledge and action" (Fourcher, 1996, p. 524) . The implicit assumption of such overzealous rationalism is that the analyst should be able to rationally justify the techniques and interventions she performs in her actual practice 7 . This has been taken furthest in the increased calls for evidence-based treatment (see e.g. Fonagy & Roth, 1996; Kazdin, 2008; Margison et al., 2000) that put pressure on the analyst to restrict the range of analytic interventions to those that have been proved effective through empirical findings. Such a call for objectivism, however tempting on the basis of accountability, can easily lead analysts to avoid the more instinctual, sensibility-intensive and 'irrational' forms of action which emerge from her own humanity and are also critical for her relational mastery as a cocreational partner in the dyadic system of the therapy process.
Systems Intelligence does not dismiss the necessity of developing rationally justified techniques: "Nothing in what we suggest takes away the necessity to analyze, to conceptualize in objective terms, to measure, to know and to engineer, to command and control -to the extent we can 7 Buirski's (2007: 19-38) reinterpretation of a previously documented analysis provides a good illustration of the problems that come up when the analyst doesn't seem to show systems intelligence or intersubjective systems sensitivity. The analyst seems to be ignorant of the unique nature of the patient at hand, their relationship and his own influence on the patient. Instead he is imposing his own theory-driven interpretations without sensitivity to the reality experienced by the patient. do it, and to the extent it is beneficial in a given context to do it" (Hämäläinen & Saarinen, 2007a, p. 30) . Systems Intelligence as part of a moment-to-moment human aliveness "will connect with analytic and propositional knowledge where such is available" (Hämäläinen & Saarinen, 2007b, p. 297) . Empirical methods of evaluation can assist good therapy when used in proper ways and when one is well aware of their limits (see Kazdin, 2008 ). The relational turn in psychoanalysis has highlighted the embedded and affect-laden nature of the therapeutic encounter. Taking this as a starting-point, it is easy to see how any implicitly objectifying and rationality-driven approach will significantly reduce the impact of the therapy in certain cases. Cognitive comprehensibility of the therapeutic process is not the ultimate goal of a therapy; enhancing the patient's life is. Expertise is not restricted to "detached rule-following" but stems from a "more involved and situationspecific" way of acting in the situation (Dreyfus, 2006, p. 26) . When rationally available techniques have all been deployed there is still a huge field open for interventions that are based on the systemic expertise of the analyst in her context-specific and implicit, procedural and instinctual mastery of 'dancing with systems' (to borrow a phrase from Meadows, 2002 ).
On the basis of these considerations it is clear that the systems intelligent analyst will be encouraged to use her intuitions and other "system 1" -related skills when engaging with her patient in the co-creational dyad.
Her sensitivities are a major asset she possesses when immersing herself in the praxis of her profession. Systems Intelligence highlights the vast, Therap y implicit practical knowledge and ways of interrelating which are available to the analyst in her work. Understanding this, the analyst will be encouraged to finetune her instincts and sensibilities to connect with the various explicit and implicit elements of the situation including its potentially emergent features. She is likely to be more daring with what she holistically feels to be the right action -regarding as secondary the question of theoretical justification.
Additionally, the relation of implicit and explicit should not be seen as mutually exclusive. In the best case scenario the implicit and explicit are both present simultaneously as a "reflection-in-action" (Schön, 1983) where "the analyst's action is immediately experienced by the analyst as both a genuine expression of some aspect of his or her personal experience and as theoretically informed" (Hoffman, 2001, p. 182) . In these situations the mutative force of the analysis is built up through a dialectic between two elements: firstly, through the analyst's authority based on "adherence to psychoanalytic rituals", and secondly through behavior "that is sufficiently self-expressive and spontaneous so that a bond of mutual identification can develop between the participants" (Hoffman, 2001, p. xxvii ).
An illustrative example of a Systems Intelligent analyst in action is provided by Herbert Rabin (1995, p. 472) . He describes how her patientJean, a 35-year-old 'tough' professional woman -broke down in tears in the midst of the session communicating excruciating pain and in an emotionally loaded moment stretched her hand over the couch. He spontaneously grasped her hand and held it for a moment. They were both moved. Years later Rabin described this as a "powerful curative moment in Jean's analysis". But because of his Freudian psychoanalytic training that emphasized abstinence "I was not able to discuss these important transactional events with my analytic supervisor because I felt ashamed. I had fallen from my own analytic ideal, because I had gratified the patient." (Rabin, 1995, p. 472.) In the moment when the woman stretched her hand over two powerful currents of thought activated inside Rabin. His conscious, analytically trained and cognitive self preached abstinence: he should not react to the pleading hand as this would commit the sin of gratifying the patient. At the same time, however, his humane systems intelligent instincts suggested the seemingly improper alternative. The decision Rabin made was not a comment concerning the grasping of a patient's hand as a separate, generalizable behavior but an evaluation of a larger whole in the process of becoming and as influenced by that act when conducted in a particular way. The genius of the therapist amounted to an instantaneous holistic attunement with a unique possibility as it presented itself in the context of that particular therapy process conceived as a whole. Within the indeterminate, and stupendously complex whole of the therapy process, the therapist felt that this particular act would have a positive impact this particular time, as indeed it did. The act was not just a gesture of human significance from the therapist to a fellow human being in a desperate need of comfort. His grasping her hand amounted to an instinctual micro-behavioral systems intervention that worked because the system supported the act.
Therap y

Conclusion
The relational movement has made important steps in enhancing the meta-understanding of the therapeutic situation. As part of the relational turn, the therapists inspired by the systems metaphor have provided further understanding in demonstrating the intricacy with which the analyst and patient are interconnected. The recognition of the analytic situation "as a dyadic intersubjective system of reciprocal mutual influence, to which the organizing activities of both participants make ongoing, codetermining contributions" (Orange et al., 1997, p. 43 ) is indeed ground-breaking. This has enabled analysts to more fruitfully approach the affect-laden and context-bound features of the therapeutic situation, along with its call for reciprocity, complexity, intersubjectivity, sensitivity and possibilities for non-linear change. It has illuminated the therapeutic situation as a mutually created and unfolding dynamic system that opens up and closes certain possibilities much of which operates outside of the cognitive-rational awareness. As part of the "larger theoretical 'movement towards freedom' within psychoanalysis" (Stern, 2009, p. 145 ) the relational and systemic perspective has provided a meta-theoretical justification for the sensibilities that enable the analyst to take into account and emphasize the subtle and contextual but crucially important aspects of the therapeutic situation. This has resulted in a "marked liberating impact upon psychoanalytic practice" (Rabin, 1995, p. 467): a less rule-oriented, less adversial and more empathic therapeutic perspective. The analyst is more open to "acts of freedom" (Symington, 1983) and "spontaneous and unpremeditated gestures" (Seligman, 2005, p. 307) , is more willing to engage in improvisational relating in which the therapist "exercises his or her latitude for spontaneous, true-self expression without immediate reflection" (Coburn, 2002, p. 664 ; see also Ringstrom, 2001) and is open to "spontaneous emergence of new discoveries" that happen 'in the moment' when the analyst and the patient "are fully engaged with each other" (Fogel, King, & Shanker, 2008, p. 249) . The systems intelligence perspective presented here reinforces these conclusions by emphasizing the therapist's holistic sensibilities that connect with the therapy as a whole, as a unique intersubjective and cocreational unfolding with often hard-to-explain and associative projections to the future as part of its constitution.
Highlighting the therapist's "system 1" -acumen and subtleties of actual conduct, the systems intelligence perspective on therapy emphasizes the human sensibilities and feel-like dimensions of the therapist's professionalism while preserving the therapy process as an integrated entity with the key concept of a system. It encourages analysts to proceed with prudence beyond what they can justify on rational grounds and to stay on course even when lacking a cognitive grasp of the situation and in the absence of a technique. Indeed, the systems intelligence perspective emphasizes the importance of trying to address what experienced therapists are likely to have sensed as fundamental all along: the necessity to cultivate one's context-tuned sensibilities and competences to preconsciously sense the particulars of the situation at hand in order to feel the right way forward with the given patient within the particular Therap y therapeutic situation in the larger whole that the therapy constitutes as a system. Systems intelligence thus strengthens the relational movement by supplying a redefined conceptualization of a system -one that does better justice to the actual practice of the analyst as well as to the intuitions and articulations of many of the key writers using the systems metaphor to conceptualize the therapeutic encounter. The systems intelligent view of the therapy context does not take an objectival, outsiders perspective towards it but instead recognizes the role of the analyst as embedded inside a dynamic system within which she is able to sense her way forward. The chief thesis of this paper is that this is the natural mindset of the analysts in their daily work. In so far as that mindset largely remains unexpressed, it seems to us that a vast potential source for therapeutic advancement remains untapped. With the awareness that this is an incredibly hard-to-define phenomenon the present paper makes an attempt to clarify the naturalistic foundations of systemically attuned good therapeutic practice thus taking a step forward in comprehending and utilizing it more fully. 
